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fii) response to^thieiRha^ 151 i007'Md tcy sigyjplei^^ 

filedon July 16, 2QP7vMRliP^ ^isk that all^ru^ ppbseijQy^u^ 
allowed in view of the amendments to the claims and the foUawing remarks; Claims 1-11, 14, 
15, 19^24, 29, 30, 33- 34, 3%:3%.41, 42,.44, 4^^*^ 

14, 20, 21, and 44 are :bdependent Claims 1, 14^£()M, 29, 30,.33, 34, 37, SS, 41, 42, 44,i6; 
and 47 have'beien Mierided;^^^^ 32^ 351^36, 19^40, 4^ 

cancelled. Noriew ni 

Inteimew Suinm^ 

Applicants thank Exa^^^ 
representative during f ele;pHoneanterviev/s <)n Jul iG&7'and .August, i^O^. Diira^ the 
interview on AugiiSt 7, 2007^ ExMin^t 

amendment to independent . pla^^ 44 reflected iin ti^^^^ Exaiiutier 
Huynh agreed that the amen^drh^sms claim 44 would oyercome the periding 

rejection and place independent clm^^ good condition for allowance. This areply reflects t^^ 
substance of the interviews; 

Rieiectioii of Claims 44.464 and 47 

Of 'the pending claims^ claims 44, 46, aiid 4 
Bertram (U.S. Patent No. 5,8:18,446) in yiewc^^ 

Provide Related Sites To Support Sinax^^ Patent No. 6^297iSl 9), 

Appjicahts respectfully request feconsid^^ arid withdrawal of this rejectioii because neither 
Bertram, Al eXa; Furst, npj- My^prpper c^^ pfthe references, describes or prpperly 

suggests the combination of features recited % amended indepe 44, as described 

'below. 

As amendedj independent claim 44 recite3, /w/er alia, that theradditipiial and new^ 
selectable chrorneelernentis^de^^ 

and new selectable chrome element is^ b^^ chrome speeifi<^^^ directly 
prpvidedby the first web resource being accessed to web 
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browsmg application, ApplicantSi^respeq]^ thai; neither fieil^ AJgxa, iFursti nor any^ 

proper combihatibri ofthererkencesv describes or properly, s^^ features. 

As discussed in the tele^hphfe^^^^ 14, 2QQ7 and August 7, 20j07,,Exa^^ 

Huynh agr^d lliat.none of Berbani^ Alexa^ J urst^ cbmbihatibn of iie references, 

describes or suggests; that aiviMititii^ imd nfewse^ 

resource being accessed and; is:1>a^ chix)m^isp©dfe irifonnatipii directly by 
the web resource being accessed to a user compiuter execu^^^ web-browsing ap^ 
recited iii amended independent claim 44; 

Therefore, for at least: these reasons, Applicants respeetfully^request reconsiderati 
withdrawal of the tejection of indQpehdeiit:d aWd claims 46 ahd 47 dependiia^^^^^ 

Iteiection of fckims 144 19. 33. and 34 

Of thevpendihg cla^ 14,;;19,;33> and34 w Rejected a^ bei^ 

Bertram in view of Hpyle (ILS. Patent^^ Furst. ApplicairtsirespedM^ 

submit that neither Bertram^ Hoyle, Altexa,J?^ 

describes or properly suggests the qion^^ 14,;as 
described below. 

As amended^ independent claim 14 recites; inter a/zay that an; added cdrrtrol el^^ 
defined by acurrerit server computer serving a current website and the: added 

control element is based on chrome specification^ 

computer, by the current iseryer compiler s^^^ the cim^ being displayed. 

Applicante respectful neiflierSertrami Hoyle,. A 

combination of the references, describees or proper^^^^ feature. 

As described above, Beitrum^H^ in the; pitppsed 

combination, dp not describe or. suggest that an. additional and new selectable chrome element is 
defined by ia web resource bedhg accessed and is Based 

directly provided by the w6b resptitce.bei^ executing thCfW^ 

browsing application. Therefore, :Bertram,^ H^ alone crt- iii^ propo^^ 

combiiiation, also do not describe or sugg^ wadded cohtirol elem^^ b,y a 

current server computer serving a current website being dispjayed;;and the adde^^^ 
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is based on dhrpirie specifica^^ by the 

Gurrerit server computer serving the current website^beingf 4^ 
independent claim 14. 

Therefore, ;fbr at least these: i:eaaQnSy, Applied re^pie^tfiilly^reqiiest;^ 
withdrawal of the rejection ihdepehdbhtvclaim 14 arid clmiiis Jl9v 33^ ai^ 34 depending 
thereirpm. 

Rejection of Claims 1-11; 154 20^244 294 30. 37. 38^ 41, 42v and 49-55 

Claims 1, 9, :2Q, and;2l were rqeete^ as being unpatentable over Bertnun in^^ie^^^ 
Hoyie. Applicants respectfully subira ndthier Beitram, Hbyle;; nor any prpper eomW 
of the two, describes or properly suggests ttie combination of features reci 
independent cliEiiins 1, 20, Md 21:1. 

For ex^myjle, independeirt claim 1^ recites, that a riew control eleme^ 

by a current server compute serving a qurfent web^ being; displaj^d^M 
element is based on chrpme;speeification inf6^ to a client computer, by 

the current server computer :serving the current website beirig displayed. Applic^ts request 
reconsideration and withdrawsd .of t^ of clairn.l because neither Bertram, Hoy^^^^ 

any priDpercombination bjfthe twp^ dfesenbes or suggests features ofihdjgpndqM^ 

claim 1, 

As described abpYC,;Bert^ alone or iii thfe prppbis^ 

combination, do riot d^scribie or suggest that an additibrial Mdnew s61ectab chrdme elfeixie^^^^ 
defined by a web resoiirce beihga^^^^ chrprne specification informati^^ 

directly provided by the web resource beirig accessed to a user coniputer executingft^^^^ 
browsing application. Therefore, Bertr^ #exa,^ or Furst, alqne; oir in ihp pfpE)osed 

cprabinatipn, also dp not describi? or suggesfcthat a new control element is defined^^ 
server coniputer serving a current website being displayed^^arid the. new control ei^^ 
on chrPme spediificatibn iiifo the:GiMTCiit,serw 
coriripu^f serving the ei^ m amended mi%endM claims 
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Therefbrej fbr at least tliese /^plicants respe^^^ recpnsidferation and 

withdrawal of the rejection of ihdependeht claim 4 andi elaiin^ 9 depMding therefiram 

Regarding the rejection ;ofi^ 
view of Hoyle; Applicants.respectfuily submit 1^ Hoyle;, nor any proper 

cpnibiriatipn of the two, diesGiib^s or thjeicombma^ 
independent claim 20. 

Ih iparticulaTi independent claim^^O f ecites^ at le^t one modified GGntrai; 

element is defined by a current server cprnp^ter serving a euxterit websitQ M^^ displayed upon 
navigation to the;:curreht website and the at iciast o^ 

chrome specification ihformatioh du-ectly provided^ to a client cp^ to the 

currentvwebsite, by the current server cornputer serying, the ciurent website being displayed. As 
described above, Bertram, Hoyle^ alone or in the proposed combination, do riot describe dr^ 
siiggest that an addjdonal aad new selecta^^ being 
accessed and is based on chrpm e specification iiiforTnation directly provided by the web resource 
being accessed to a user computer executing the web browsing application. Therefore, Bertram, 
Hoyle, alone or in the proposed cpmbiiiatibh, also dp not describe pr suggest that at least one 
modified control element is defined by a current server computer serving a current .website being 
displayed upon navigation to the current yvebsite aind the at least one modified control elmerit is 
based on chrome specification infoimatipn directly prpyided, to a client computer uppn 
navigation to the current website^ by the> current server computer servihg the current website 
being displayed, as recited in amende^^ claiin 20, 

Therefore, for at least these reasons, Applicants respectfiilly request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection of independent cla^ihi 20. 

Regarding the.rejectipn of independent claim 2 as being unpatentable oyer Bertram in 
yiew.ofHoyle, Applicants respectfully submit thatmeither Bertram, Hoyle, nor any proper 
combination of the two^ describeis or properly suggests the cornbinatiori of features recited by 
independent claim 21. 

For example, independent claim 2 1 recites, inter that a new control element is: 
defined by a current sender computer sei^^ websi^bSin^ new 

control element is based on clu-ome specification rinfpnnation^d to a clieiit 
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computer, by the current server computer serving the selecfe^^ As 
described above, Bertram^ HdylQ, aOione in the proposed com^ 

suggest that an addi tipnal ami new sdesctSble chrome- el^ient iis de^ by a Aveb ■ re^ being 
accessedi and is based on chrome^speci^^^^ 

.being accessed to a user computer executii^ the wi^ br^ T!h€ireforei fieiMiti, 

Hpyle,,alpne or in therpropo^ed conibm^ip^ suggest that a nev/ coBtr^l 

iclement is defined by a current server ceropirt^ selected websUe'fceinjg displa^ 

the new control element is based on chrome specification infonnatibn directly provided, to a 
client computer,:by the eurrentseryer epmputer servings the^s^^ 
recited in amended irid^eridierit claim 4l . 

Therefore,,for at. least these rea3p^^ repeat recpnisidei^Gn and 

withdrawal oCthe rejection of md^endent cljam^ 2i;. 

Claims Sy'S, 10, 11., 22-24^: and 55 depend, dii^ctlyprindii^^ 

1 or 2 1 , have been rejected-as being iinpatentable pve^ in view of Hoyle and Alexa; 

Alexa does not remedy the fmlure^pfBeitea^ describe or suggesf the subject matter 

of claims 1 and 21. Therefore, ^for at least^there^ons d^^ iabo>^ wth re«p^^ 
and 21, ApplicantS/respecttully xeq^ of Ihe rejisetipn of claims- 

3, 8,10, llv22-24, and 55. 

Glaims.29, 30, 37; 38; 41; 42, ^^^^ which each depend directly or indirectly ftpm 
claims 1, 20, or 21, haver been rejecited as being unpatentable over Be^ 

Fiirst. Furst does n^)t reiWedy; Hoyle to despribe subject 

itiatter of claims 1, 20, and 21 , Therefore,, for a^^ 

claims 1, 20, and ^1, Applicants respectfully recohsideratiph and withdraw^ of the 

rejection of claims 29, 30, 37, 38^ 41 ^42; ;an^^ 

Claims 2, 4-7, and 15; which each depen^^ i , have been 

rejectejl as being unpatentable oyer Bertram in view Eurst^iii fu^ 

of one of Miller ("An IhtrodiMion tb the Kespi^ 

May 1 998, pages NO), peyer^ (UiS, Patent^Np. 6,188^4(ifl;), Brown ('^Using Mca^^^ 
published by Que Gorppration li&95, page 74), and Alexa 2 ("Ad on the Bar Gampai|n 
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Supplements Alexa's Fpeused :Ad^ 

http://www.alexavcdni/pres^ published 1 2/1 6/1 997). 

NonepfMillpri;?^ of Alexai.Hoylis;, B 

and Furst, alone or in coiribinationv >to^^^ 1. 
Therefore, for at least' the reasotis discijSsed abbv^ 

respectfully req uest reconsideration ^of ffie tc^ Of olaim 4-7> /and' 1^^ 
which depend directly of indirectly ftom blaim 1 . 

fcbnciusion 

It is believed that all of the pendiri^issu^s h^^ addreissed. Bowever^ thecabsfence bf 
a reply to a specific rqectipii, issuie.^^ npt 3igiiiiJ^ agreemeiit with:(rf cpncessioh. 

of that rejection, issue pr poimnent In additipn, becaus^s^^the argumei^ niade: above may: not bei 
exhaustive^ thei'c may bp re$s6^ for patratab of my or all pe^ oth^ tlaniis) 

that hay e not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this^^gply^should be epns^iTipd; intent; to 
coricede any issue wilii reigard totMy claim^ iexcept^^ 

amendmeiit of ariy clai dpps hot; pfeesi?^ cpiiipssiM^^ cslstim; 

prior to its amendment. 

Applicants submit that :all claims are in condition for iillbwance. 

The fee in the^anip^nt of $79Q.pP^m 
here\\ith on the Electromfe; K 
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